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Sir: 

As suggested by SPE Bill Baumeister at the personal interview of November 22, 2005, 
the Applicant requests reconsideration. 



This p^er is in response to the Official Action mailed on August 8, 2005. A Notice of 
Appeal was filed on November 8, 2005. No fee is due. However, please chaige our Deposit 
Account No. 18-0002 if any fees are needed to enter this paper, and please advise us accordingly. 
It is noted that no petition is required because of the authorization to charge, but please consider 
this paper a petition for extension of time if needed. 

The Examiner's consideration of the following arguments is requested: 
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Attorney Docket MAE 296 
Claim 2. Claims 2, 3, 10, and 1 1 were rejected under §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bulucea and Chen in view of Tsukii '858. previously applied. With respect, the asserted 
combination is not suggested because the secondary references are not concerned with the same 
sort of device as is the primaiy reference, Bulucea. Bulucea discloses a device made with similar 
polarity materials (for example, an n++/n/n-H- device) while the other two disclose only n/p or 
p/n Junction devices (e.g., n/p/n or p/n/p transistors). 

Bulucea presents a detaUed description and exhaustive escplanation of its device, which 
inherently teaches away from adding features from other references, especially when the other 
references are not directly relevant and teach only vaguely in regard to the stracture. which is 
respectfully submitted to be the situation in this case.' 

Chen in ^t does not disclose any specific devices at all, only a substrate on which 
devices are to be fonned by "conventional CMOS processing" (col. 6. line 45), a phrase which is 
seen to imply n/p/n or p/n/p devices. Furthermore, Chen's substrate processing does not take 
place in any region where the conventional devices are formed (col. 6. lines 38-43), and therefore 
Chen's lengthy disclosure relating to its object of forming gettering regions (col. 2. lines 4-12) is 
irrelevant to forming active devices; thus, it is inelevant to claims 1 and 2. which recite 



* It WW previously argued: 

.1, • "^l *!f f5''T' ^ ^^'"'^ ^"^^^ » P" junction, is important to Bulucea's theory and to the transistor 

^^Itt - • ^t'^'T °f channel^ida portion of the depletion regbn 44 ... andSs 

Sfcknel T^Th " f"? ft>' buned-channel operation. In order to detenntae channel-side channel/body depletion 
S« H^J™™" ■ 2 » - uniform value K acwss ... body region 22." The dopant 

E8?Sd«'^!r!*'™T'' 'O-^OS 29.34-40,42.44.46.49.50-51 (as an averted quantity N,^L,L9. 
line 5«X and 69, and also tn the un-numbered equation in claim 13. The related quantity N«, (baekeround doemt 
ooncentration. see col. 9, line 55) appears in several other equations. ^ " ^^"^'^ 

m t««„J.S*Sf^ '^^^K^^ of the region 22 is an important aspect of the theory and construction of Bulucea's Fig. 

Bulucea underlying layen. 106. 166 of Fig. 16 are important to the fumrtioning of ite Invention. 

Bulucea mherently teaches against removing them, altering them, or interposing anything between th«n and the upper 
layers (such as an un-doped silioon layer that would destroy the pn junction Dufuceiihas ,o carefUlyScSied)." 



PAGE 2l5'iM:VDAT1i2(20l)6 3:57:59 PMIEastem Standard Timej'SVR^^^ 



JAN-02-»-2006 0-* :59 PM NICK BROMER 



p 



Attorney Docket MAE 296 
specific device features. With respect, nothing in Chen other than the bare phrase "conventional 
CMOS processing" relates to the instant subject matter. 

Similarly, there is nothing to suggest that Chen be combined with Bulucea. Tht primary 
reference discloses detailed and specific active device structures, while Chen discloses nothing 
about fonning active devices, and the gettering which Chen does disclose would be of no use to 
Bulucea. 

IfBulucea we« subjected to the gettering of Chen, then the doping might be affected, 
because Chen's gettering removes metals (col. 6. line 4) and semiconductors, which are close to 
metals hi theirproperties. might also be removed. Any change to the doping of the layen. 102 
and 1 04 would not only interfere with intended action at the interface with the p and n legions 
106 and 166 (Fig. 16) but also with the intended conduction ftom the lower contact Uyer 124. 
which serves as an electrode (col. 35, line 32). 

Thei^fore, the person of ordinary skill would not have combined Chen with Bulucea. 

The previous arguments are respectfully reiterated.' 



" It was previously argued: 



gate stack 22 is shielded, and is not gettered." 
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Attorney Docket MAE 296 
TsuWl is relied upon for disclosing a density of earners per cubic centimeter at col. 7. 
lines 27-33. Tsukii discloses a channel carrier concentration of 2xio" cm"^ but does not disclose 
>vhether this concentration is in an n-type or in a p-type channel. Neither is there any indication 
that the claimed n++/n/n++ structure is used by Tsukii, and therefore its teachings about carrier 
concentration are not germane to Bulucea. and the person of ordinary skill >wuld not have 
substituted this concentration into the car^fWly-designed structure of Bulucea. 

Thus, the teachings of Chen and Tsukii a» not relevant to the structure of Bulucea. and 
therefore these references should not have been combined. The earlier arguments regarding 
Tsukii are respectfully reiterated.^ 

Claim?. CIaims7.8, 15. and 16wererejected under §103(a)as being unpatentableover 
Bulucea and Chen in view of Kato '678. previously applied. This r^ection is respectfully 
traversed. Claims 7 and 15 recite channel length. 

(1) Kato states that the 0.15 nm length disclosed at col. 2, line 5 (applied in the rejection) 
makes it -difficult that the high integration memory device of 256 mega bits or more be reaU«d" 
(col. 2. line 6). Thus, Kato teaches av^ay fiiom using this length and the person of ordinary skUl 
in the art would never have combined the references based on this teaching, 

(2) Bulucea is greaUy concerned with channel depth, but completely ignores channel 
length, all of its figures show channel ck>ss sections, and no variable for channel length appears 
in its long list of variables (col. 9, line 3 1 to col. 1 1 , line 35). Why? 



' It was previously argued: 

structure ^l^StS"^^^ obvtoi»n«s based on making Buhicca's stmcture applicable in an integrated circuit 
SSdSt 1 6 ^lA^LS? "t "'"""^"'^ "^"^ °« the basis tl«t Bulucea alriacfy shows an intend c^^ft 
^bSESTis £iet;^^d3 -"f^ ?'5 'i"* PT" ♦^'"•^torB formed on a stogie substrate. (Two transistSTon «ie 
substrate 18 believed to define an integrated circuit.) The asserted motivation Is, with r«,pect. obviated. 

conceni^tiS ^ ^..Tr°' ."nf"^ ^ '"^Kths to calculate based on an optimum channel doping 
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Attorney Docket MAE 296 
The Applicant believes that Bulucea is aware that the properties of its structure can be 
extended to a desired length, knows that the person skilled in the art would also be aware of this, 
and therefore provides no discussion of the length. An electrical analogy to Bulucea would be a 
theoretical discussion of a coaxial cable structure given and discussed only in cross section; the 
properties of any length of such coaxial cable would evident to the person skUled in the art of 
coaxial cables. 

Thus, any teaching of Kato about length is seen to be iirelevant to the teachings of 
Bulucea, and therefore combination is not suggested. 

Claims 10 and 15. Claims 10 and 15, depending from claim 9, are analogous to claims 2 
and 7 dependent from claim 1 . The same arguments set out above apply equally to claims 1 0 and 
15 as to claims 2 and 7. Reconsideration is requested, especially for these claims. 

RespectfrUly submitted, 

NiacBromar (Reg. No. 33,478) 

(717) 426-1664 
RABIN & BERDO, P.C. 
CUSTOMER NO. 23995 
Telephone: (202) 371-8976 
Telefax . (202)408-0924 
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